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REMARKS/ARGUMENTS 

The Applicants originally submitted Claims 1-21 in the application. The Applicants have 
amended Claims 1, 5-6, 8, 15, and 19-20. No other claims have been canceled or added. 
Accordingly, Claims 1-21 are currently pending in the application. 

I. Formal Matters and Objections 

The Examiner has objected to Claims 5 and 6 as containing informalities. In response, the 
Applicants have amended Claims 5 and 6, and analogously Claims 19 and 20, to correct these 
inadvertent errors and appreciate the Examiner's diligence in finding and bringing these errors to 
their attention. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the 
objection of Claims 5 and 6 and allow issuance thereof. 

II. Rejection of Claims 1-21 under 35 U.S.C. §112 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-15 under 35 U.S.C. §1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which the 
Applicants regard as their invention. More specifically, the Examiner has rejected Claims 1-15 
because the term "vernier signal" has not been defined in the specification or claims that would 
pertain to one of ordinary skill in the art. Without addressing whether one of ordinary skill in the art 
would need a definition of the term "vernier signal," the Applicants have amended Claims 1 , 8, 1 5 to 
remove the term "vernier signal" without prejudice or disclaimer in order to expedite issuance of the 
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patent. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the § 1 12, second 
paragraph, rejection of Claims 1-15 and allow issuance thereof. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-7 and 15-21 under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12, second paragraph, 
as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
the Applicants regard as their invention. More specifically, the Examiner asserts the term 
"adder/decoder" is not common terminology in the art and not defined. The Applicants respectfully 
disagree with the §112, second paragraph, rejection since the adder/decoder, as recited in 
independent Claims 1 and 15, is sufficiently described in the specification to comply with the 
requirements of §1 12, second paragraph, as indicated below. 

hi the present application, a logarithmic DC voltage, DC t , proportional to the distortion 
from the power amplifier is input into a comparator 141 which compares DC t to the threshold level. 
If DC t is greater than the threshold level, the current number in the N-bit adder/decoder 142 is reset. 
When DC t is less than the threshold value, the comparator 141 saves DC t as a first sample of the 
signal and then compares it with a second sample of the signal, DC t+ i at a time (t+1). If DC t is 
greater than DC t +i, the N-bit adder/decoder 142 adds one to the current number in the N-bit 
adder/decoder. If DC t is less than DC t +i, the N-bit adder/decoder 142 adds minus one to the current 
number in the N-bit adder/decoder 142. If DQ is equal to DQ+i, the N-bit adder/decoder 142 adds 
zero to the current number in the N-bit adder/decoder 142. 

A second function of the N-bit adder/decoder 142 is to continuously decode the current 
number and provide an N-bit wide phase shift control signal 145 to the digitally controlled phase 
shifter 120, which in turn provides phase-shifted RF carrier signals to the feedback section 125. (See 
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paragraphs 20 and 29-32 and Figures 1-4 of the original specification.) As such, the adder/decoder is 
sufficiently supported in the original specification to comply with the requirements of § 1 12, second 
paragraph. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the § 1 12, 
second paragraph, rejection of Claims 1-7 and 15-21 and allow issuance thereof. 

HI. Rejection of Claims 1-3 and 8-10 under 35 U.S.C. §102 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 1-3 and 8-10 under 35 U.S.C. §1 02(e) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent Application Publication No. 2002/0041215 by Kiyose. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree since Kiyose does not teach receiving a comparison signal representing a phase 
and providing a signal based on comparing first and second samples of the comparison signal as 
recited in amended independent Claims 1 and 8. 

The Examiner asserts Kiyose teaches a comparator ". . .to provide a... signal . . . based on 
comparing first and second samples of said comparison signal when said comparison signal is blow 
(sic) said threshold level (DW signal in Fig. 1 0; [0068])." (See Examiner's Action mailed December 
14, 2006, page 3.) The DW signal is an output of the comparator 43 when the output voltage V r is 
lower than a reference voltage. The comparator 43, therefore, produces the output DW signal based 
on comparing two signals, V r and the reference voltage. (See column 10, lines 33-39 and Figure 10.) 
This differs from comparing a first and second sample of a single signal as presently claimed. As 
such, Kiyose does not teach providing a signal based on comparing first and second samples of the 
comparison signal as recited in amended independent Claims 1 and 8. Therefore Kiyose does not 
anticipate independent Claims 1 and 8 and Claims that depend thereon. Accordingly, the Applicants 
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respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the § 102(e) rejection of Claims 1-3 and 8-10 and 
allow issuance thereof. 

IV. Rejection of Claims 4-7 and 11-14 under 35 U.S.C. §103 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 4-7 and 11-14 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Kiyose in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,463,627 to Matsuoka, et al. The Applicants 
respectfully disagree. 

As argued above, Kiyose does not teach receiving a comparison signal representing a 
phase and providing a signal based on comparing first and second samples of the comparison signal 
as recited in amended independent Claims 1 and 8. Furthermore, Kiyose does not suggest the same. 
On the contrary, Kiyose does not disclose, nor do the Applicants find where, the comparator 43 of 
Kiyose is even capable of sampling a signal applied to it and saving it to compare to a second sample 
of the same signal. As such, Kiyose does not teach or suggest each limitation of independent Claims 
1 and 8. 

The Applicants do not find where Matsuoka cures the above deficiency of Kiyose. 
Additionally, the Examiner has not cited Matsuoka to cure this deficiency of Kiyose but to teach the 
subject matter of dependent Claims 4-7 and 11-14. {See Examiner's Action mailed December 14, 
2006, page 5.) As such, the cited combination of Kiyose and Matsuoka does not provide a prima 
facie case of obviousness of independent Claims 1 and 8 and Claims that depend thereon. 
Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the Examiner withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of 
Claims 4-7 and 1 1-14 and allow issuance thereof. 
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V. Rejection of Claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. §103 

The Examiner has rejected Claim 15 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable over 
U.S. Patent No. 5,3 13,503 to Jones, et al, in view of U.S. Patent No. 5,802,45 1 to Adachi, etal. The 
Applicants respectfully disagree. 

The Examiner asserts that Jones discloses an adaptive phase controller including a 
comparator that receives a comparison signal representing a phase between an input and output 
signal and provides a signal based on comparing first and second samples of the comparison signal. 
(See Examiner's Action mailed December 14, 2006, page 6.) Jones teaches a phase detector 12 
comprises a phase detector circuit 121 which receives the input data and the system clock from the 
DCO 16 which is fed back to the phase detector circuit 121 . The output of the circuit is supplied to a 
lag/lead generator 123. (See column 4, lines 24-29.) Thus, Jones, like Kiyose, compares two 
separate signals. As such, Jones does not teach or suggest receiving a comparison signal 
representing a phase and providing a signal based on comparing first and second samples of the 
comparison signal. 

The Applicants do not find where Adachi cures the above deficiency of Jones. 
Additionally, the Examiner has not cited Adachi to cure this deficiency of Jones but to teach 
receiving in-phase and quadrature phase inputs and also a power amplifier that employs the input and 
feedback section. (See Examiner's Action mailed December 14, 2006, page 6.) As such, the cited 
combination of Jones and Adachi does not provide aprima facie case of obviousness of independent 
Claim 15 and Claims that depend thereon. Accordingly, the Applicants respectfully request the 
Examiner withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claim 15 and allow issuance thereof. 
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VI. Rejection of Claims 16-21 under 35 U.S.C. §103 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 16-21 under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Jones in view of Adachi and if further view of Matsuoka. The Applicants respectfully disagree. 
As argued above, the cited combination of Jones and Adachi does not provide a prima facie case of 
obviousness of independent Claim 15 and Claims that depend thereon. The Examiner has not 
asserted that, nor do the Applicants find where, Matsouka cures the deficiencies of the cited 
combination of Jones and Adachi but is cited to teach the subject matter of dependent Claims 16-21 . 
As such, the cited combination of Jones, Adachi, and Matsuoka does not provide a prima facie case 
of obviousness of independent Claim 1 5 or Claims that depend thereon. Accordingly, the Applicants 
respectfully request the Examiner to withdraw the § 103(a) rejection of Claims 16-21 and allow 
issuance thereof. 



12 



Appl. No. 10/685,018 

Reply to Examiner's Action dated 12/14/2006 



VII. Conclusion 

In view of the foregoing amendment and remarks, the Applicants now see all of the Claims 
currently pending in this application to be in condition for allowance and therefore earnestly solicit a 
Notice of Allowance for Claims 1-21. 

The Applicants request the Examiner to telephone the undersigned attorney of record at 
(972) 480-8800 if such would further or expedite the prosecution of the present application. The 
Commissioner is hereby authorized to charge any fees, credits or overpayments to Deposit Account 



08-2395. 



Respectfully submitted, 



HITT GAINES, PC 




Registration No. 48,981 



Dated: 



March 8, 2007 



P.O. Box 832570 
Richardson, Texas 75083 
(972) 480-8800 
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